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protect GPS.  As a result of these concessions, the GPS companies have indicated that they do 
not object to Ligado’s proposed terrestrial operations. 

 
By contrast, the NPEF Report endorses testing that is based on the assertion that the 

proper metric for assessing interference is an interference protection criteria of a change of 1 dB 
in the noise floor rather than the long-established standard of harmful interference.  This is a 
central and fatal flaw for multiple reasons.  First, the 1 dB metric has only been applied to 
emissions in the same band and thus does not apply here, where regulators are considering the 
impact of Ligado’s emissions within a spectrum band that is adjacent to GPS.  Second, the 1 dB 
metric is neither accurate nor reliable.  Testing by NASCTN and other experts has clearly 
established that a 1 dB change in the noise floor does not correlate to whether a GPS device 
actually experiences degraded performance, i.e., harmful interference.  Those data clearly show 
that there is no consistent method for accurately measuring and reporting changes in the noise 
floor. 

 
By using an inapplicable and unreliable metric to assess Ligado’s proposed operations in 

a band outside the GNSS band, the NPEF and other parties reveal their basic misunderstanding 
of spectrum policy and well-established law.  This misunderstanding is illustrated by the NPEF 
Report’s statement that “operational systems” already inhabit not only the GNSS L1 frequency 
band but “adjacent bands” as well.  It is a basic tenet of spectrum policy that services must take 
steps to ensure that energy outside their channels does not become harmful interference to them.2  
The NPEF Report, however, ignores that fundamental principle in favor of a policy that 
overturns the Table of Allocations and effectively grants a form of “adverse possession” to all 
GPS devices—no matter how old or poorly made—over nearby bands.  

 
 NPEF’s misguided approach is perhaps not surprising given that NPEF has ventured far 

outside its area of expertise and authority.  To be clear, the NPEF has no spectrum management 
expertise or authority.  Rather, according to its charter, the NPEF is a “permanent working 
group” that provides “a forum for analysis and discussion of systems engineering issues and 
technology development opportunities relative to” GPS and GPS augmentation systems.3  
Notwithstanding this lack of jurisdiction over spectrum, in assessing the testing performed to 
date, the NPEF has applied criteria developed by the National Space-Based PNT Advisory Board 
(PNTAB), another entity with no spectrum authority or expertise.   

 
This lack of expertise is borne out in the NPEF Report itself.  The NPEF uses the 

PNTAB’s criteria to dismiss nearly 1,500 hours of testing performed Boulder labs of the 
National Advanced Spectrum and Communications Test Network (NASCTN), a joint initiative 
of the Departments of Defense and Commerce.  That testing confirms that Ligado’s proposed 
                                                
2 See Spectrum and Receiver Performance Working Group - FCC Technological Advisory Council, Basic Principles 
for Assessing Compatibility of New Spectrum Allocations: A White Paper, Release 1.1 (Dec. 11, 2015), at 13-14. 
3 See National Space-Based Positioning, Navigation and Timing Systems Engineering Forum Charter, (Oct. 29, 
2013), available at  https://www.gps.gov/governance/excom/groups/npef/.  By contrast, the basic functions of the 
Interdepartment Radio Advisory Committee (IRAC), which includes the same member agencies as the PNT 
EXCOM, are “to assist [NTIA] in assigning frequencies to U.S. Government radio stations and in developing and 
executing policies, programs, procedures, and technical criteria pertaining to the allocation, management and use of 
the electromagnetic spectrum.”  See Interdepartment Radio Advisory Committee (IRAC), available at 
https://www.ntia.doc.gov/page/interdepartment-radio-advisory-committee-irac (last visited Apr. 10, 20128). 
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operations can coexist with GPS.  While rejecting that testing, the NPEF Report identifies other 
tests that it assesses “sufficient and appropriate to inform spectrum policy makers on the major 
impacts of the proposed LTE network on GPS receivers.”  As Ligado’s letter to the EXCOM 
explains, however, the NPEF Report’s assessment improperly applies only the PNTAB’s criteria 
even though a foundational part of those criteria do not apply in the context of Ligao’s pending 
application. 

Both the industry agreements and the thousands of hours performed by NASCTN 
demonstrate that Ligado’s proposed operations will protect GPS and enable the use of prime 
mid-band spectrum to generate enormous public benefits.  Ligado encourages the Commission to 
move forward with the company’s applications so it can develop a next-generation network that 
will provide billions of dollars in consumer benefits, generate thousands of American jobs and 
advance leadership in spectrum technology. 

Sincerely, 

 /s/ Gerard J. Waldron               
Gerard J. Waldron 
Counsel to Ligado Networks LLC      
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Paul Murray  
Paul Powell 








